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DETAILED ACTION 

Priority 

Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d), which 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 states the limitation ""for example hooks, mushrooms or loops". The use 
of the phrase "for example" makes it unclear as to whether these shapes are intended 
to define the invention. For examination purposes, the Examiner assumes that these 
particular structures are NOT required by the claimed invention. 

Claim 1 states the limitation "at least one electrical and/or electronic component". 
The use of the phrase "and/or" makes it unclear as to which components are intended 
to define the invention. For examination purposes, the Examiner interprets "and/or" 
simply as -or-. Additonally, all other instances of "and/or" in the claims with also be 
treated as simply -or-. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by US 5,136,470 (Sheridon). 

Sheridon discloses, referring primarily to figures 2-4, adhesive closure part (40, 
40a) with a plurality of adhesive closure elements (40a), the adhesive closure part 
having a flat carrier (40) and the adhesive closure elements projecting from at least one 
surface of the carrier, and the adhesive closure elements consisting of an electrically 
insulating plastic (VELCRO, col. 4, lines 1-15), characterized in that the adhesive 
closure part has a circuit (col. 3, lines 5-25) which has at least one electrical or 
electronic component (IC chips, col. 3, lines 5-25), and that the circuit is located on the 
side of the carrier opposite the electrically insulating adhesive closure elements (col. 3, 
lines 5-25) [claim 1], wherein a further electrical component (26a) is located on the flat 
carrier [claim 2], wherein the circuit has electrical conductor strips (col. 3, lines 20-25) 
[claim 6], wherein the circuit has an integrated semiconductor component (col. 3, lines 
5-15) [claim 8], wherein the adhesive closure elements are produced from a polymer 
plastic (col. 4, lines 25-30) [claim 14]. 

Regarding claim 4, the limitation "wherein the electrical or electronic component 
is applied in thick or thin film technology to the flat carrier" is a process limitation in a 
product claim and thus has been considered only to the extent that said process 
impacts the structure of the device. Moreover, it has been held "even though product- 
by-process claims are limited by and defined by the process, determination of 
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patentability is based on the product itself. The patentability of a product does not 
depend on its method of production. If the product in the product-by-process claim is the 
same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even 
though the prior product was made by a different process. In re Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 
698, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 5, 7, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 

over Sheridon. 

Regarding claim 5, Sheridon discloses the claimed invention as described above 
except Sheridon does not specifically disclose wherein a further electrical or electronic 



component is applied to another carrier which is laminated onto the flat carrier of the 
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adhesive closure part [claim 5]. However, it is well known to laminate a second circuit 
board to a first circuit board of which fact the Examiner takes Official Notice. Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention 
to provide a further electrical or electronic component is applied to another carrier which 
is laminated onto the flat carrier of the adhesive closure part. The motivation for doing 
so would have been to provide another carrier for simultaneous signal transmission. 

Regarding claim 7, Sheridon discloses the claimed invention as described above 
except Sheridon does not specifically disclose that the circuit has electrical or electronic 
sensors [claim 7]. However, it is well known in the art to add sensors to an electronic 
circuit of which fact the Examiner takes Official Notice. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to add a sensor to 
the invention of Sheridon. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the 
circuit to sense an outside stimulus. 

Regarding claim 13, Sheridon discloses the claimed invention as described 
above except Sheridon does not specifically disclose wherein the circuit has an energy 
storage device. However, it is well known in the art to provide capacitors in a circuit of 
which fact the Examiner takes Official Notice. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to add a capacitor to the 
invention of Sheridon. The motivation for doing so would have been to condition the 
electrical circuit. Additionally, the limitation "in thin or thick film technology" is a process 
limitation in a product claim and thus has been considered only to the extent that said 
process impacts the structure of the device. Moreover, it has been held "even though 
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product-by-process claims are limited by and defined by the process, determination of 
patentability is based on the product itself. The patentability of a product does not 
depend on its method of production. If the product in the product-by-process claim is the 
same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is unpatentable even 
though the prior product was made by a different process. In re Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 
698, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985). 

Claims 9-1 2 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Sheridon in view of US 6,173,899 B1 (Rozin). 

Regarding claim 9, Sheridon discloses the claimed invention as described above 
except Sheridon does not specifically disclose wherein the integrated semiconductor 
component has an electronic data memory [claim 9]. However, it is well known in the art 
to include memory with an IC and a coil for contactless reading as evidenced by Rozin 
(col. 2, lines 45-60) and col. 3, lines 10-25). Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to include memory with the IC 
and a coil for contactless reading in the invention of Sheridon as is known in the art and 
evidenced by Rozin. The motivation for doing so would have been to allow the IC to 
store information. Additionally, the modified invention of Sherridon teaches, wherein the 
data stored in the data memory can be read out without contact (col. 1 , lines 5-15) 
[claim 10], wherein data can be stored in the data memory without contact (col. 1 , lines 
5-15) [claim 11], wherein the electrical energy for operating the circuit can be coupled 
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without contact into the circuit which has at least one receiving coil for this purpose by 
an electromagnetic field [claim 12]. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 3 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: Claim 3 states the limitation "wherein a further electrical and/or electronic 
component is integrated into the flat carrier". This limitation, in conjunction with the 
other claimed features, was neither found to be disclosed in, nor suggested by, the prior 
art. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jeremy C. Norris whose telephone number is (571)272- 
1932. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday, 8:00 am - 5:00 
pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dean A. Reichard can be reached on 571-272-1984. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Jeremy C. Norris 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2841 



/Jeremy C. Norris/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2841 



